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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Claims 18-23 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 

1 .142(b), as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Applicant timely traversed the restriction (election) requirement in the reply 
in the telephone interview on 7/2/2004. Applicant is reminded that the above withdrawn 
claims need to be cancelled before case can be allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1-6, 11-17, 24-26, 28-32 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. Claims 1-3, 24-25, 28 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Winter et al, in view of Logan et al arid further in view of Seeley et al 
(US 6,069,655) (all are cited by the applicants). 

As applied to the 35 USC § 103 rejection as being unpatentable over Winter et 
al, in view of Logan et al with regard to claims 1-3, 24-25, 28 and 34 of the previous 
Office Action mailed on 7/2/2005 and with regard to the applicant's newly added 
limitations of claims 1, 24 and 28 of "each of the video images comprising a plurality of 
pixel elements" and "the processor configured to compress and store those video 
images which differ from the reference frame". Seeley et al teaches that each of the 
video images comprising a plurality of pixel element (col. 12, In. 58-66) and when the 
processing performed by processor 30 indicates the presence of an intruder, SCU 12 
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performs a number of tasks. First, the SCU acquires and stores a full resolution 
"snapshot" X of the event. That is, the snapshot comprises a full frame of video taken 
from a camera observing the scene where the intrusion has occurred (col. 12, In. 58- 
64). And therefor, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the combination of Winter et al, in view of Logan 
et al by storing the full frame of video as taught by Seeley et al. Doing so would help 
security officers to arrest and prosecute intruders and thieves. 
With regard to claims 4, 1 1-17 and 29-33 which were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Winter et al, in view of Logan, and further in view of Seeley 
et al in the previous Office Action mailed 7/2/2005. Since Seeley et al further teaches 
newly added limitations of independent claims 1 , 24, and 28, claims 4, 11-17 and 29-33 
are also rejected on the same ground as in the previous Office Action. 
Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Winter et al, 
in view of Logan, and Seeley et al (all are cited by the applicants), and further in view of 
Hazra (US 6,414,994). Since Seeley et al further teaches newly added limitations of 
independent claim 1, claims 5-6 are also rejected on the same ground as in the 
previous Office Action. 

4. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Winter 
et al, in view of Logan et al, and Seeley et al and further in view of Burt et al (US 5, 999, 
662). Since Seeley et al further teaches newly added limitations of independent claim 
24, claim 26 are also rejected on the same ground as in the previous Office Action. 
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5. Claims 36-37 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wooten et al 1 , in view of Wooten et al 2 (US 5,937,092). 

Wootton et al 1 discloses a low false alarm rate detection for a video image 
processing based security alarm system comprising the same digital video recording 
system comprises a camera directed at a scene of interest to view the scene and to 
continuously generate a plurality of video images thereof (fig. 1, el. C1); an image 
processor configured to compare the video images generated by the camera with 
previously establish reference image of the scene to identify the occurrence of a change 
in the scene (col. 6, In. 55-61); a memory associated with the image processor, the 
memory configured to store video image data; and wherein the image processor is 
further configured to select and store the previously established reference video image 
in the memory (col. 4, In. 4, In. 50-52), and wherein the image processor is further 
configured to store, in the memory, video image data representative of identified 
changes in the scene (fig. 8 and col. 5, In. 35-38, 62-65) ; each of the video image is 
composed of a plurality of pixels, and wherein the video image data representative of 
identified changes in the scene includes at least on changed block of pixels from a 
video image together with a reference image associated block map (col. 3, In. 17-37 
and col. 7, In. 20-65) as specified in claim 36. It is noted that Wooten et al I does not 
particularly disclose that the reference image associated block map consists of at least 
one binary representation of a corresponding pixel block comprising a video image, a 
first binary representation indicating an unchanged pixel block, and a second binary 
representation indicating a changed pixel block. However, Wootten et al 1 further 
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discloses that the method to mask those areas wherein movements within those areas 
will be disregarded and not sensed as an anomaly requiring processing to determine if a 
human intruder is present and then Wootten et al 2 teaches "the edge mapping method 
shows undue dependence on light changes because typical edge masks use absolute 
differences in pixel values. Light changes can cause new edges to appear, or old ones 
to disappear, in a binary edge map even through there is no intervening object. And 
therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system of Wootten et al 1, by using binary map to 
mask mask those areas wherein movements within those areas will be disregarded and 
not sensed as an anomaly requiring processing to determine if a human intruder is 
present. Doing so would help to simplify the masking process since there are only 2 
states and it would be best to use binary map. 

With regard to claim 40: Wootton et al 1 also discloses if the motion of an intruder 
overlap a masked area, the difference from one image to another is identified and 
further processing, including the normal masked area takes place (col. 5, In. 35-38). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made, while processing the difference from one image to another 
including the normal masked area (areas will be disregarded and not sensed = 
reference image), to reconstruct the video image of a changed scene by combining both 
of a masked area and processing the difference from one image to another. Doing so 
would help to restore important video frames with show possible intruders for later 
judicial process. 
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6. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wootton et al 1 , in view of Wooten et al 2 (US 5,937,092) and further in view of Adiletta 
et al. 

As applied to claim 36 above, it is noted that the combination of Wootton et al 1 , 
and Wootten et al 2 does not particularly disclose video image data representative of 
identified changes is compressed prior to storage. Adiletta et al teaches identified 
changes between successive frames are calculated and compressed to save bandwidth 
(col. 1 1 , In. 30-44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the system of Wootton et al, by 
applying the teaching of Adiletta et al to perform the image analysis. Doing so would 
help to detect changes between successive images and save storage. 

7. Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wootton 
et al 1 , in view of Wooten et al 2 (US 5,937,092) and further in view of Dozier et al (US 
5, 751,346). 

As applied to claim 36 above, it is noted that Wootton et al 1 , and Wootten et al 2 
does not particularly disclose the video image representative of identified changes 
includes transaction identification information as specified in claim 39. Dozier et al 
teaches that it is highly desirable in a banking operation to have an image saved which 
shows the person who made a customer transaction so that at a later time there can be 
a verification of whether this transaction occurred and an image to verify the identity of 
the person who made the transaction . And since Wootton et al does want to identify 
and further process the difference from one image to another. Therefore, it would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made, 
having both of these references for reviewing, would be motivated to modify the system 
of Wootton et al by recording and saving with an identified changed portions, 
information indicating a customer transaction so that at a later time there can be a 
verification of whether this transaction occurred and an image to verify the identity of the 
person who made the transaction. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nhon T. Diep whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7328. The examiner can normally be reached on m-f. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris S. Kelley can be reached on 571-272-7331 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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